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EXAMINER'S RESPONSE 

1. In response to applicant's amendment filed 12-28-06, all 
the amendments to the specification and claims have been 
entered. The examiner has considered the new presentation of 
claims and applicant's arguments in view of the disclosure and 
the present state of the prior art. And it is the examiner's 
opinion that the claims are unpatentable for the reasons set 
forth in this Office action: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and 
of the manner and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, 
concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and 
use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor 
of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 39-74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. 
The claim (s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. The specification 
as originally filed lacks an enabling disclosure of the claimed 
local key. A detailed description of how the local key is used 
with the disclosed invention is not provided in the written 



Application/Control Number: 10/807,269 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2612 

description. Amending the specification to add that a local key 
may be used which may be one of an electric key, another 
electric key and a manual key is not an enabling disclosure of 
how to make and use a local key. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not 
included in this action can be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 1-2, 5, 18-22, 25 and 33-37 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Clemens (US005412378A) 
in combination with Dawson (US005170431A) and Bucholtz 
(US005422632A) . 

Clemens discloses security system with an electronic key 
reader 20 1 sending a code to a control unit (remote switch) 30 
that controls a critical part of a manual key K operated unit I. 
See figs. 1C, 3A and cols. 8-11. Clemens does not expressly 
disclose a microprocessor. 

Dawson discloses an analogous art security system that may 
be used in a vehicle and includes a microprocessor 100 in fig. 
11 and col. 2 and 4 to provide programmable control. 

Bucholtz discloses an analogous art security system 
controlled by a microprocessor that checks for a valid key in 
step 110, and if valid it enables ignition for a limited time 
(steps 126-136) . Step 128 check if for a signal indicating the 



Application/Control Number: 10/807,269 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2612 

ignition is turned on by used of a manual switch 42 operated by 
a mechanical key in col. 1 with the set time'. If yes, the time 
is extend in step 126, if not the time is decremented. See fig. 
5A. Programming keys into the system is also provided. See 
cols. 1-2 and 9-12. 

Regarding claims 1-2, 5, 18-22 and 33-37, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have included in Clemens the 
microprocessor of Dawson for programmable control that is 
suggested by the single semiconductor chip remote switch. The 
microprocessor receiving a signal indicating use of a manual or 
second key within a time period would have been obvious view of 
Bucholtz for increased security against theft. The methods of 
claims 33-37 would have been obvious in view of the flow charts 
of Dawson and Bucholtz showing new key detection and programming 
operations. Regarding claim 33, incrementing a count is 
suggested by setting an invalid key flag in step 170 and/or 
adding to the audit log in step 130 of Dawson. Each attempt 
adds to the audit log, thus increasing a count. Disabling if 
key used a number of times is provided by the temporary key 
function in steps 120-130 of Dawson. Enabling for a set time 
would have been obvious in view of the timers in Clemens and/or 
Bucholtz and/or time block in Dawson. Regarding claim 34, 
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vehicle and compartment would have been obvious in view of 
Dawson and Bucholtz referring to ignition and door lock. 
Predetermined time is provided by the time limits or blocks of 
Clemens, Dawson Bucholtz. Regarding claims 35-37, plural 
compartments or rooms with plural key types would have been 
obvious in view of the plural key categories for to operate room 
door locks having matching or lower level category in col . 8 . 

6. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Clemens (US005412 378A) in combination with 
Dawson (US005170431A) . 

Clemens discloses security system with an electronic key 
reader 20' sending a code to a control unit (remote switch) 30 
that controls a critical part of a manual key' K operated unit I. 
See figs. 1C, 3A and cols. 8-11. Clemens does not expressly 
disclose a microprocessor. 

Dawson discloses an analogous art security system that may 
be used in a vehicle and includes a microprocessor 100 in fig. 
11 and col. 2 and 4 to provide programmable control. 

Regarding claims 38, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have included in Clemens input of two electronic keys in view of 
the dual key mode of Dawson requiring two electronic keys and 
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predetermined time would have been obvious in view of the time 
block 164 of Dawson suggested the timers of Clemens for 
increased security. 

7. Claims 3-4 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Clemens (US005412378A) , Dawson 
(US005170431A) and Bucholtz (US005422632A) as applied above and 
further in view of Lee (US 5204663) . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have included in the 
combination applied above correct/incorrect LED's as shown in 
fig. 7 step 3006 of Lee in order to indicate the status of the 
code comparison. 

8. Claims 6-7 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Clemens (US005412378A) , Dawson 
(US005170431A) and Bucholtz (US005422632A) as applied above and 
further in view of Akutsu (US 4866433) . 

Akutsu discloses a vehicle locking system with electronic 
key card controlled storage components (7,8) that obviously can 
store guns. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have included 
in the combination applied above storage components of Akutsu 
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for increased security. 

9. Claims 8-17 and 26-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Clemens (US005412378A) , Dawson 
(US005170431A) and Bucholtz (US005422632A) as applied above and 
further in view of Benore (US005905446A) . 

Benore discloses a security system with plural key readers 
and plural lock components. See fig. 1. The lock components 
include code comparators, but microprocessor controllers are not 
expressly disclosed. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have included in the 
combination applied above the control of plural compartment of 
Benore for increased security and suggested by the plural door 
locks of Dawson. 

10. Claims 39-74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Clemens (US005412378A) , Dawson (US005170431A) 
and Bucholtz (US005422632A) as applied above. 

As best understood from applicants amendment, local key is 
directed to one of an electric key, another electric key and a 
manual key that would have been obvious in view of the electric, 
another electric and manual keys disclosed in Clemens, Dawson 
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and/or Bucholtz. Any further limitations would have been 
obvious for the same reasons applied above to claims 1-2, 5, 18- 
22, 25 and 33-37. Operation in response dual electric keys, 
both electric key and manual key, single electric or single 
manual key would have been obvious in view of Dawson disclosing 
single or dual electric key mode and Clemens and Bucholtz 
referring to prior art with single electric or manual key. One 
of ordinary skill would recognize that more keys increase 
security, but less keys are easier to use. Some devices 
operable or not operable by a key would have been obvious in 
view of the key and lock categories in Dawson discussed above. 
A lock would be operable for keys that are valid for that lock. 
The nested categories or levels of Dawson provide internal and 
external components . 

11. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Clemens (US005412378A) , Dawson (US005170431A) 
and Bucholtz (US005422632A) as applied above in view of Miron 
(US005477041A) . 

Disabling the locking device when the number of key signals 
different from the reference signal would have been obvious in 
view of the shut down counter in fig. 16 and cols. 21 and 3 0 of 
Miron to increase security by shutting down when tampering is 
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detected. 

12. Claims 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Clemens (US005412378A) , Dawson (US005170431A) 
and Bucholtz (US005422632A) as applied above and further in view 
of Akutsu (US 4866433) . 

Claim 51 would have been obvious for the same reasons 
applied above to claim 7. 

Response to Arguments 

13. Applicants arguments filed 12-28-06 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive and/or are moot in view 
of the new ground (s) of rejection. 

The amendment to the specification does not provide an 
enabling disclosure of a local key of claims 39-74. Prior art 
was not previous applied to these claims because the these 
claims were not understood by the examiner, but prior art 
rejections are applied in this action based on interpretation of 
the claims as best understood from applicants response. 

The prior art rejections have been modified to respond to 
the issues raised by applicant's arguments. Bucholtz is applied 
to clearly teach microprocessor detecting signal from manual 
operation. 

Miron was applied to teach a shut down counter in claim 44, 
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but is not necessary for the other count claims in view of the 
audit log in Dawson. Miron also includes a 6 second limit 
between two keys in the dual key mode, but has not been applied 
for this limitation because the time block of Dawson and/or time 
limit of Bucholtz are sufficient for the claims. 

In response to applicants argument that the examiner's 
conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight 
reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based 
upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account 
only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at 
the time the claimed invention was made, and does not include 
knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 13 92, 
170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971) . 

Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground (s) of 
rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS 
ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a) . Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a) . 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
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action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be' calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



CONTACT INFORMATION 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact an Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) representatives at 703-305-3028 or toll 
free at 866-217-9197 between the hours of 6 a.m. and midnight 
Monday through Friday EST, or by e-mail at ebc@uspto.gov. The 
Patent EBC is a complete customer service center that supports 
all Patent e-business products and service applications. 
Additional information is available on the Patent EBC Web site 
at http : // www. uspt o .gov/ ebc/ index. html . 

Any inquiry of a general nature should be directed to the 
Technology Center 2600 receptionist at (571) 272-2600. • 

Facsimile submissions may be sent via central fax number 
571-273-8300 to customer service for entry by technical support 
staff. Questions related to the operation of the facsimile 
system should be directed to the Electronic Business Center at 
(866) 217-9197. On July 15, 2005, the Central FAX Number will 
change to. 

CENTRALIZED DELIVERY POLICY: For patent related 
correspondence, hand carry deliveries must be made to the 
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Customer Service Window (now located at the Randolph Building, 
401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314) , and facsimile 
transmissions must be sent to the Central FAX number, unless an 
exception applies. For example, if the examiner has rejected 
claims in a regular U.S. patent application, and the reply to 
the examiner's Office action is desired to be transmitted by 
facsimile rather than mailed, the reply must be sent to the 
Central FAX Number. Inquiries concerning only hours and 
location of the Customer Window may be directed to OIPE Customer 
Service at (703) 308-1202. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Edwin C. 
Holloway, III whose telephone number is (703) 272-3058. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8 : 30 : -5 : 00) . If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, 
the examiner's supervisor, Brian Zimmerman can be reached on 
(571) 272 - 3059. 
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